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ABSTRACT 



There seems to be a perception that the Communications Subspecialty is not career 
enhancing for naval officers, especially warfare specialists. This thesis investigates how 
the subspecialty is perceived by naval officers with the Communications Systems 
Technology subspecialty code. 

A questionnaire was designed to determine: (1) if the officer felt the subspecialty 
had affected his or her career, (2) where the subspecialists find information concerning 
the subspecialty, and (3) if the officer had any suggestions or concerns about the 
communications subspecialty. The questionnaires were then sent to all officers with the 
Communications Systems Technology subspecialty code (XXS2X). 

Responses to the questionnaire show that, in general, officers feel that the 
subspecialty has had a positive effect on their careers, to the extent that they would 
recommend the subspecialty to other officers. But there does seem to be a lack of good 
career information concerning the Communications Subspecialty. It is therefore 
recommended that the subspecialty sponsor (OP-941) try to disseminate more useful 
information to officers concerning the subspecialty. 

This thesis also contains information concerning the Navy subspecialty system, the 
officer career structure in the Navy, information on the communications subspecialties, 
and additional thesis topics. 

The first chapter outlines the problem. Chapter 2 provides background information 
on the United States Navy and how it categorized its officers. Sources of career 
information and career paths is contained in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 consists of a 
complete description of the methodology of the research including questionnaire design. 
Chapter 5 discussed the results of the survey, and Chapter 6 contains the conclusions 
and recommendations. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 



There seems to be a perception that the Communications Subspecialty is not career 
enhancing for Naval officers, especially those in warfare specialties. Many people 
apparently believe that officers with a Communications Subspecialty are not selected for 
flag rank, and that their chances are lower for selection to a major warfare command. 
Similarly, it is perceived that Communications Subspecialists have a lower selection rate 
to Commander and Captain. This negative perception could be critical since the 
selection to higher ranks is increasingly more competitive for all officers. 

These concerns can be related to the classic question concerning the chicken and the 
egg: which is the cause and which is the effect? Are the Communications Subspecialists 
not selected because of the subspecialty or because of some factor involving their 
warfare specialty? Are the front runners required to fill billets at sea leaving the others 
to find billets ashore? Whatever can be said about the cause and effect relationship, the 
perception still seems to exist among many officers that communication jobs are not 
career enhancing. 

This thesis investigates how the Communications Subspecialty is actually perceived 
by those officers assigned to it. The thesis also examines possible causes of negative 
perceptions and changes to the Communications Subspecialties that might alleviate 
career concerns as well as meet the needs of the Navy. This thesis focuses on the 
Unrestricted Line (URL) officer community. A questionnaire, sent to officers with a 
Communication Systems Management Subspecialty code (XX82X), is the research 
vehicle for this thesis. Additionally, this thesis consolidates information about the 
Navy's subspecialty system and URL career path information. 
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II. BACKGROUND 



Naval officers are categorized by rank, designator, and subspecialty code. An 
officer's rank indicates his or her level of seniority and leadership in the Navy. A list 
of naval officer ranks is provided in Table 1. Each job or billet in the Navy is coded to 
indicate the skills required. The billet coding uses rank, designator, and subspecialty 
codes which match the officer coding so that an officer can be quickly screened to see 
if he or she is qualified for a particular billet. Not all billets are subspecialty coded. This 
chapter explains the designator, the subspecialty system, and unrestricted line officer 
career paths. 



Table 1. NAVAL OFFICER RANKS 



Rank 

Admiral 

Vice Admiral 

Rear Admiral (upper half) 

Rear Admiral (lower half) 

Captain 

Commander 

Lieutenant Commander 

Lieutenant 

Lieutenant Junior Grade 
Ensign 

Chief Warrant Officer 
Chief Warrant Officer 
Chief Warrant Officer 



Abbreviation 


Paygrade 


ADM 


0-10 


VADM 


0-9 


RADM 


0-S 


RADM 


0-7 


CAPT 


0-6 


CDR 


0-5 


LCDR 


0-4 


LT 


0-3 


LTJG 


0-2 


ENS 


0-1 


CW04 


W-4 


CW03 


W-3 


CW02 


W-2 



A. DESIGNATOR 

The designator is a four-digit code that indicates the officer's community and 
specialty area. Appendix A contains a table of officer designators. The communities 
are divided into two categories, Staff and Line. Naval officers who are designated 
unrestricted line officers are eligible to assume command at sea; other officers are 
members of a Staff Corps or are specialists in various fields. [Ref. 1: p. 44] 

The Staff Corps consists of several specialty fields: Medical, Chaplain, Dental, 

Nurse, Supply, Civil Engineer, and Judge Advocate General. Line officers are 
categorized as Restricted or Unrestricted Line. Restricted Line (RL) officers are 
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specialists trained in a particular technical area such as Intelligence, Cryptology, 
Aeronautical Engineering. Engineering Duty, Public AlTairs, and Oceanography. The 
Unrestricted Line (URL) officer is a generalist in his or her warfare specialty area, and 
usually a subspecialist in a particular area. The URL specialty areas are Surface. 
Submarine, Aviation, which are warfare specialties, and General Unrestricted Line. The 
General Unrestricted Line (GURL) odicers do not have a warfare specialty, but 
normally concentrate on a subspecialty area. 

B. SUBSPECIALTY SYSTEM 

The Navy uses the subspecialty system to identify billets that require a specific level 
of expertise in an area, as well as identifying those odicers who have those skills. As 
stated in OPNAVINST 1000.16F: 

Certain billets requiring additional qualifications beyond those indicated by a 
designator code are further identified by subspecialty codes. These codes define the 
field of application and additional education, experience, and training qualifications 
needed to satisfy special requirements of the billets which meet specific criteria of the 
subspecialty validation process. Subspecialty codes apply to the Unrestricted Line, 
Restricted Line, and Staff Corps, regardless of designator, and are professional 
development fields secondary to specialties. The goal of the Officer Subspecialty 
System is to provide sufficient officers with subspecialties for which current and 
projected validated billet requirements exist. [Ref. 2: p. 6-14] 

The subspecialty code is made up of five digits: four numbers and one letter suffix, 
for example 00S2P. The first two numbers define the functional field. For 
Communications Subspecialists below the rank of Lieutenant Commander, this field is 
coded as "00". For Lieutenant Commander and above, the field is coded as "50", which 
indicates a background in Command and Control, the functional area that includes 
communications. The third and fourth numbers in the subspecialty code identify the 
educational skill area. Three codes apply to the Communications Subspecialty: XX80X 
Communications (General), XX81X Communications Engineering, and XX82X 
Communications Systems Technology. XX80X is used as a billet code only at the 
Commander and Captain level. The letter suffix of the subspecialty code indicates the 
level of education or skill the individual has in the particular field. Definitions of the 
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subspecialty suffixes are contained in Table 2 on page 4. [Ref. 3: pp. 32-33] 



Table 2. SUBSPECIALTY SUFFIXES 



*B Validated requirement for master's or higher level of education but second 
priority to P, Q, M, X, C, or D coded billets for assignment or qualified 
officers; used when subspecialty code compensation for the billet has not been 
identified. 

C PhD level of ed”cation; proven subspecialist. 

D PhD level of education. 

E Baccalaureate level of education in a field applicable to the subspecialty. 

F Master's degree not fully meeting Navy criteria or graduate education less 
than master's level; proven subspecialist. 

G Master's degree not fully meeting Navy criteria or graduate education less 
than master's degree. 

*H Billet code to indicate a position for which the assignment of an officer with 
a master's level of education is desirable, but not required. 

M Engineer's degree level of education; proven subspecialist. 

N Engineer's degree level of education. 

P Master's degree level of education. 

Q Master's degree level of education; proven subspecialist. 

R Significant experience, proven subspecialist. 

S Significant experience. 

T Billet code: denotes training billet which qualifies incumbent for an S-code 
officer code; identifies students in duty under instruction leading to the 
indicated subspecialty code. 

* Applies only to billet code. 
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C. BILLET SUBSPECIALTY CODING 

Recommendations for initial billet coding and changes to previously coded billets 
may be submitted to Director, Total Force Manpower Training and Education Division 
(OP- 11), by Commanding Officers, Fleet and Type Commanders, and Subspecialty 
Sponsors and Consultants. Additionally, changes in billet coding may result from the 
consultant's reviews and the Subspecialty Requirements Board convened by the Chief 
of Naval Operations. Correspondence requesting the establishment, deletion, or revision 
of subspecialty codes on existing billets, where no other manpower change transaction 
is required, is to be submitted through the chain of command to OP-11. The 
correspondence should include the Subspecialty Billet Request Form found in 
OPNAVIXST 1000.16 series. A copy of this form is included in Figure 1. [Ref. 2: p. 
6-15.] 

Commanders, Commanding Officers, and Officers in Charge are required to review, 
at least annually, their activity's billet subspecialty coding to ensure that accurate and 
valid requirements are indicated, and submit requests to revise, add, or delete 
subspecialty requirements. Each command is required to maintain a complete and 
up-to-date file of subspecialty-coded billets for each coded billet in the command. [Ref. 

2 : p. 6-16] 

Subspecialization can be accomplished through either graduate education or 
successful tours in a subspecialty billet [Ref. 4: p. 6]. 

D. GRADUATE EDUCATION 

Navy-funded graduate education can be completed at the Naval Postgraduate 
School (XPS) in Monterey, California, or at selected civilian schools. Completion of the 
Communications-Computer Systems Staff Officer course at the Air Force Training 
School, Keesler AFB, Mississippi also qualifies for a graduate education code. Formal 
designation as a subspecialist is done by the subspecialty selection board, which is 
convened biennially to identify officers with proven expertise in their field [Ref. 5: p. 25]. 
Each subspecialty has a primary consultant or sponsor who is responsible for working 
with the Naval Postgraduate School to develop and maintain curricula that will prepare 
officers for the particular subspecialty. The primary consultant also identifies the billets 
requiring officers with the particular subspecialty and for designating officers as proven 
subspecialists. This last function is performed biennially in the subspecialty selection 
boards. [Ref. 6: p. 18] The primary consultant for the Communications Systems 
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SUBSPECIALTY BILLET REQUEST FORMAT 

Date 

1. Activity Title: 

2. Activity 10-digit Code: 

3. BilletSequence Code: 

4. Billet Designator and Rank: 

5. Billet Title: 

6. Subspecialty Code Requested: 

7. Subspecialtv Code Presently Assigned to Billet: (from latest 

MPA/ODCR) * 

8. Work Center Mission Function Statement: 

9. Work Center Subspecialty Requirements: (List other subspecialty coded billets 
in the work center by BSC and subspecialty code) 

10. Specific justification for subspecialty code requested: 

11. Subspecialtv code compensation: (Required for new graduate education 

requirements) 



Attn: CXO (OP-1 14) 

COM NA VMEDCOM (MEDCOM-44) 



Figure 1. Subspecialtv Billet Request Format. 

Technology subspecialty is the Director, Naval Communications Division (OP-941), 
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Washington, DC. 

The Navy subspecialty utilization policy is to assign subspecialists to billets 
requiring their expertise. This policy becomes particularly important in assignment of 
officers educated at the Naval Postgraduate School or through certain Navy-funded 
civilian programs. These graduates should expect shore duty assignments to billets 
requiring their education. The goal of this policy is to develop senior officers who are 
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capable of managing the Navy's major personnel, financial, and materiel programs. 
[Ref. 5 : p. 24] 

Subspecialty designation itself was originated to be career enhancing for URL 
officers. Selection board statistics reveal that officers who are both outstanding 
performers in their designated specialty and proven subspecialists enjoy a higher 
promotion opportunity [Ref. 7 : p. 14]. Designated subspecialists experienced a 10 
percent higher rate of selection to Commander (0-5) in the fiscal year (FY) 1986 
promotion board than those without a subspecialty [Ref. 8 : p. 6]. The results of the 
FY 1986 URL Captain promotion board clearly underlined the desirability of obtaining 
proven subspecialty designation. During this board, promotion for officers possessing 
proven subspecialty designation was 63.0 percent, while promotion for all other URL 
officers was 46.8 percent. These statistics highlight the advantage of proven designation 
for officers concerned with pursuing a long-term and successful Navy career. [Ref. 5 : 
p. 25] 

The graduate education programs are designed to equip officers with an enhanced 
intellectual and analytical capacity as well as make them more skillful warriors and 
specialists. The Navy's goal is to have 20 percent of the officer corps with a graduate 
subspecialty. One intention of graduate education is to prepare an officer for a long 
career. [Ref. 8 : p. 4] Graduate education is an important milestone in an officer's career 
[Ref. 9 : p. 14]. Graduate education itself is career enhancing because it leads to 
subspecialty designation. The professional development of General URL officers 
through graduate education is vital to their future progression within today's 
increasingly complex and technologically oriented Navy [Ref. 7 : p. 82]. 

E. COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM TECHNOLOGY SUBSPECIALTY 

Key billets have bren identified within various telecommunication activities that 
require officers competent in conceiving, developing, implementing, and 'or managing 
complex components of the telecommunication systems of the Department of Defense. 
This subspecialty identifies those naval officers who are prepared, either by education 
or experience, to meet those requirements and effectively manage the people assigned to 
assist in these efforts. According to the Communications Systems Technology fact 
sheet, the officer subspecialist is required to: 

• have the capability to manage telecommunications resources and develop policy- 
pertaining to operations and readiness of telecommunications. 
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• develop priority lists and planning schedules for fulfillment of validated 
telecommunications requirements, and monitor progress of approved plans to 
ensure conformance thereto, and satisfaction of stated requirements. 

• be capable of being a Commanding Officer of a communications activity or a 
department division head of a functional component primarily concerned with 
telecommunications, plans policies directives and/or operations. 

• function as an advisor of telecommunications systems capabilities and assist in 
developing telecommunications requirements based upon command and control, 
administrative, logistical and operational requirements. 

• conceive, monitor, review and coordinate studies of implications of 
telecommunications plans and policies, and of requirements for future 
mid-range; long-range periods. [Ref. 10: p. 1] 

Appendix B contains a copy of the Communications Systems Technology Fact 
Sheet. 
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III. CAREER GUIDANCE 



There is no set career path for naval officers. There are general milestones that are 
required for successful career promotion, but the guidelines are purposefully vague and 
general. The key to success is performance. The types of jobs held, performance in 
those jobs, and performance in relation to peers all paint a career portrait over time. 
The keys to selection are based upon sustained professional excellence and potential 
growth; or, in other words, an individual's future value to the Navy. [Ref. 11 : p. 4] 
During the course of a naval career, an officer will receive career counseling from 
commanding officers, department heads, peers, spouse, detailer, etc. The importance of 
the counseling that one receives from each is a personal judgment. 

It is a time-honored tradition that the most appropriate, best qualified, most 
knowledgeable source of career guidance is an officer's commanding officer. As a result 
of his or her previous experience, commanding officers have a wealth of knowledge from 
which the less experienced junior officer can benefit. The credibility of the counseling 
is evident in that the source of the guidance is an individual whose professional 
excellence has been recognized by command. Dynamics of the promotion system may 
outdate an individual's personal experience. The way it was done may no longer be the 
way it is done. Career development is as dynamic as the external forces that put 
demands on the Navy. [Ref. 7 : p. 9] Several information sources can help officers 
understand where present emphasis is placed. Some of these sources are : perspective , 
the Unrestricted Line Officer's Career Guidebook, and the detailer. These sources are 
described below. 

A. CAREER INFORMATION SOURCES 

1. Perspective: The Navy officers' professional bulletin 

The mission of perspective is to provide all naval officers information regarding 
key personnel policy changes, reassignment trends, and retention matters. Perspective 
is approved for official dissemination of information to keep individuals within the 
Department of the Navy knowledgeable of current and future developments within their 
areas of expertise for the purpose of enhancing their professional development. 
Perspective is published bi-monthly by Director, Distribution Department (NMPC-4), 
Naval Military Personnel Command, Washington, DC. [Ref. 12: p. 2] 
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2. The Unrestricted Line Officer Career Planning Guidebook 

This handbook contains guidance for the career-oriented naval officer so that 
the officer may plan for and intelligently help formulate future assignments. Naval 
officers are encouraged to take an active role in the planning of their careers. The 
guidebook contains background information on specific areas of career development 
that is common to all unrestricted line communities, as well as chapters specific to each 
specialty area. The guidebook is published by the Director, Military' Personnel Policy 
Division (OP- 13), and distributed to all Navy commands. An individual can also obtain 
a copy by calling his or her detailer or OP- 13. 

3. The Detailer 

The detailer is a Naval officer at Naval Military Personnel Command who is 
responsible for making personnel assignments. They are the ones who negotiate the 
individual's orders to his or her next duty assignment. All Naval personnel are assigned 
to a particular detailer who is normally of similar rank and designator. The detailer is 
the one source that is able to stay current in both the overall situation, as well as each 
officer's personal case. The detailer can tell an individual how he or she compares with 
the competition, what qualifications one needs, when he or she can expect to rotate, how 
realistic an individual's personal desires really are, and whether one should consider a 
special program or maintain his or her current plan. The detailer can assess an 
individual's career development goals in terms the context of the needs of the Navy and 
an individual's own professional needs. The detailer is familiar, on the basis of recent 
experience, with the career move an individual is facing. Armed with an officer's 
personal preferences, knowledge of the officer's professional performance and insight 
into the need for certain qualifications, the detailer will attempt to place the officer in 
the billet that will both challenge and stimulate the officer's ability and afford him or 
her the opportunity to excel professionally. [Ref. 7: p. 9] 

B. UNRESTRICTED LINE CAREER PATHS 

As mentioned in Chapter 2, the URL is divided into four specialty areas: Surface, 
Aviation, Submarine, and General. 

For the three warfare specialties (Surface, Aviation, and Submarine) the subspecialty 
is primarily something that is obtained through graduate education obtained during the 
first or second shore tour and only utilized during subsequent shore tours. These officers 
will be serving in subspecialty billets after command, or in the place of command at sea 
or command of an aviation squadron. The goal of these officers is command: everything 
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else is superfluous. Their leadership track including Department Mead, Executive Officer 
(XO) and Commanding Officer (CO) is in their warfare area. These officers can have 
similar positions on shore, but to complete the steps toward command at sea their 
leadership must be proven in their warfare area. Each career path is discussed separately 
below: 

1. Surface Warfare 

The Surface Warfare Community is composed of officers who are qualified in 
the surface warfare specialty, who man the surface ships of the \avv, and whose goal 
is to command those ships. The Surface Warfare Officer (SW'O) must develop 
experience and in-depth knowledge in a specific line discipline such as operations, 
combat systems, or engineering. He or she must also learn the fundamentals of 
engineering, weapons systems and operational tactics, as well as understanding the 
operations of the various ship types within the surface force, including battleships, 
cruisers, destroyers, frigates, amphibious, mine warfare, and mobile logistics support 
ships. Eventually, it must also include an appreciation of air and submarine warfare and 
inter-type operations in a multi-threat environment. [Ref. 7: p. 30] A typical Surface 
Warfare Officer's professional development path, which illustrates the general 
progression of assignments and promotions which one can expect, is provided in 
Figure 2. [Ref. 7: p. 42] 

No two officers will follow identical career patterns, but can expect to meet 
most of these career milestones in about the same sequence indicated. Surface Warfare 
Officers will normally only be utilized in their subspecialty area when they are on shore 
duty. The first shore tour comes normally about 3-4 years after commissioning. The 
officers can expect to be ordered ashore for a tour of approximately 2 years duration. 
One possible assignment is a graduate education tour leading to a subspecialty 
designation, if the individual requests it, is academically qualified, and is selected by 
formal board action. 

Following the first shore tour, the officer goes back to sea for the department 
head tours. The second shore tour will commence at approximately the 9-10 year point 
of commissioned service. During this 2-3 year period the officer may have another 
opportunity to attend NPS if he or she is both academically qualified and formally 
selected. If during the officer's first shore tour he or she attended NTS, the second shore 
tour will normally be in a billet requiring the educational background. This tour will be 
closely related to the postgraduate education subspecialty. It should be considered both 
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Figure 2. Surface Warfare Officer Professional Development Path 



as an application of the graduate education and as development of the officer's 
subspecialty qualifications. Additionally, the officer is eligible for assignment to a 
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greater variety of billets in which his or her total professional knowledge and experience 
will be most valuable. 

During the third and subsequent shore tours, the officer will normally be 
assigned to billets which fall under five general categories: 

1. Operational assignment— billets requiring expertise of a qualified surface warfare 
officer. 

2. Subspecialty billets — as described in chapter 2. The subspecialty assignment area 
is receiving increased emphasis throughout the Navy. 

3. General unrestricted line billets appropriate to rank-billets in support of general 
Navy' requirements can be filled by URL officers of any designator. 

4. Senior service college assignment-Xaval War College, the National Defense 
University, or another service's war college is available to selected senior 
Commanders and Captains. 

5. Washington duty-there are an abundance of billets at Navy's major staffs, many 
of which fit into one of the above four categories. [Ref. 7: pp. 33-37] 

As seen above, the utilization of SWOs in their subspecialty area is spaced out 
and interspersed between sea tours. The main goal for Surface Warfare Officers is 
command at sea, therefore it is critical that they successfully complete their tours at sea. 
Subspecialty development is something that is earned if the opportunity presents itself, 
but not of major importance until later in their career, after command at sea. Command 
opportunity for Commanders is approximately 55 percent. Since screening for command 
at sea is highly competitive, there will be a number of fine officers not selected. There 
is great demand for Surface Warfare Officers at the Commander experience level ashore. 
For the subspecialist, and especially the proven subspecialist, there are many rewarding 
assignments. The assignment will be based on the performance record and skill level in 
an effort to maximize the efficient use of officer assets. [Ref. 7: pp. 37-3S] 

2. Aviation Community 

The Aviation Warfare Community is made up of pilots, Naval Flight Officers 
(NFOs), and aviation generalist officers. All are involved in some facet of naval aviation 
as a primary career pursuit. These officers make up over half of the URL officers of the 
Navy. The aviation officer professional development path is illustrated in Figure 3. 
[Ref. 7: p. 55] 

The figure represents only a general aviation career progression. While it is true 
that the successful aviator will have completed, at the termination of a career, most of 
these steps, the order and timing are not universal. 
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Figure 3. Aviation Officer Professional Development Path 



During the first squadron tour, the aviator will gain experience in leadership, in 
the daily routine of the squadron, and in learning to employ and utilize personnel. After 
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the first squadron tour, the officer becomes available for assignment to a shore duty 
billet. Due to the large demands of the Aviation Training Community, many aviators 
will be assigned to the Aviation Training Command to train the replacement pilots and 
NFOs needed to fill the seats they have vacated. Others will be available to pursue 
advanced educational opportunities, such as those offered at NPS. Since there are senior 
billets in the Navy which require graduate education, there is a strong need to develop 
the required number of officers while they are at junior levels. Currently there is a 
shortage of aviators and not all graduate education billets may be filled. Those officers 
who are assigned to NPS for their first shore tour are primarily slated for technical 
courses. They can expect to be detailed to a subspecialty billet on their next shore tour; 
or the subspecialty may be utilized at sea on their next sea tour. 

The second shore tour for most aviation officers lasts from 1 to 3 years, 
depending on the time available prior to entry into the department head tour. Ideally, 
the officer should commence his her department head tour (third sea tour) 
approximately IS months prior to his or her first look for aviation command screen. 
Accordingly, the length of the second shore tour may need to be adjusted to ensure that 
the milestone is met. Many of the assignment opportunities will be similar to those of 
the first shore tour, including graduate education. If the first shore tour was graduate 
education, then the second shore tour should be a payback job in a subspecialty coded 
billet. 

The third sea tour is one of the most important tours for aviation officers. The 
fitness reports which are received during this tour will be considered very carefully by the 
Aviation Command Screen Board. The command opportunity for all aviation officers 
is currently approximately 35 percent. This means that only 35 percent of all pilots and 
NFOs serving in rank as Commander (0-5) will have a command of some type. For 
post-command planning, officers who have developed a subspecialty can expect his or 
her post command assignments to be heavily influenced by his or her subspecialty field. 
Aviation commanders who do not screen for command are detailed in a sea shore 
rotation pattern. Sea duty is expanded to include overseas assignments. Subspecialty 
experience, education, service college attendance, and operational background are key 
factors in determining shore duty assignments. Officers with technical education or 
experience which merits a subspecialty code can expect to fill subspecialist billets at the 
headquarters or a major level staff. [Ref. 7: pp. 46-51] 
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3. Submarine Warfare 

The Submarine Warfare community consists of nuclear trained submarine 
officers and general submarine officers. Each has a separate career path, but are closely 
related since both are available for many of the same sea and shore assignments. The 
career development paths for each track are provided as Figure 4 and Figure 5. [Ref. 
7: pp. 67-68] 

a. Nuclear Submarine Officers 

"The fundamental goal of the nuclear trained submarine officer is to develop 
the professional skill and operational background to command a nuclear submarine. 
The achievement of this goal is accomplished through a definite series of professional 
qualifications, advanced training and operational sea experience." [Ref. 7; p. 57] Nuclear 
submarine officers attend 18 months of initial training before reporting to their first 
submarine. The first sea tour is normally 36 months in duration. Prior to going to his 
first shore tour, the officer is required to complete qualification as Engineer Officer of a 
nuclear ship. Many junior officers going ashore will fill shore billets at Nuclear Power 
School or other nuclear training facility, or on a submarine group or squadron staff. 
Others will fill important billets at the Naval Academy, NROTC units, recruiting 
districts, or will attend NTS. These shore tours are 2 years in length and will be followed 
by an at-sea department head tour. Some officers may be given the opportunity for a 
shore duty assignment after completion of their department head tour(s). This tour will 
also be 2 years in duration. Many of the billets available are involved in the support of 
the submarine force on the staff of the squadron, group and type commanders. [Ref. 7: 
pp. 57-60] 

b. General Submarine Officers (GSO) 

The general submarine officer is a submarine warfare specialist within the 
URL. His professional development provides him with a broad sense of experience 
necessary for sea command and senior management assignments both inside and outside 
the submarine community. General submarine officers will command the remaining 
diesel submarines, submarine rescue vessels, and submarine support drydocks, as well 
as shore activities. As diesel submarines go out of service, a career path that leads to 
command and assures senior officer promotion opportunity may require lateral transfer 
and assignments outside normal GSO billets. For those officers who have demonstrated 
high quality professional performance, opportunities will be available for: 
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Figure 4. Nuclear Submarine Officer Professional Development Path 



1. graduate education and a change of designator to Engineering Duty (1440) with 
assignments associated with strategic weapons'submarines as well as traditional 
engineering duty assignments; 
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Figure 5. General Submarine Officer Professional Development Path. 



2. change of designator to Intelligence (1630), Oceanography (1800), and other areas 
of the restricted line; 

3. change of designator to Surface Warfare Officer ( 1 1 10, 1 160); and 
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4. application for nuclear propulsion training. 



During the first sea tour the officer will complete the submarine 
qualification program, and during the latter part of tour, complete qualification as a 
Weapons Department head. After completing the basic qualifications, between 2 1 .'2 
to 3 1/2 years commissioned service, the GSO will expect a first shore duty assignment 
for a period of 2 years. 

The first shore tour is often in a general submarine weapons/navigation 
training assignment at one of several submarine training activities. Assignment to a 
submarine operational staff is also possible. If the officer has been selected for graduate 
education, he will be considered for assignment to NPS. 

The second sea tour is normally the department head tour. During this tour 
the GSO proceeds with his qualification for command certification which is a strong 
indicator of the officer's maturity, professional competence, and leadership. As a 
post-department head GSO, the officer will enter a transition period at about 9 years 
commissioned service. He must now determine which of the career options discussed 
above he desires to pursue. The detailer will provide information upon which following 
assignments will be based. 

The second shore tour will commence near the ninth year of commissioned 
service and will again be about 2 years long. This will be the second opportunity to 
obtain Navy-sponsored graduate education. If the officer acquired graduate education 
during his first shore tour, this tour will normally be in a submarine specialty billet and 
will utilize the strategic weapons background or another subspecialty. [Ref. 7: p. 63-65] 
4. General Unrestricted Line 

The General Unrestricted Line (GURL) officers, 81 percent of whom are 
women, are assigned to a variety of shore billets [Ref. 7: p. 80]. By law women cannot 
participate in combat mission areas. There are women on certain types of support ships, 
and in the aviation community, but the numbers are small. The majority of women 
officers of the line are general unrestricted line (110X). An illustration of the GURL 
career paths is provided in Figure 6. [Ref. 7: p. 85] 

The General Unrestricted Line (GURL) career pattern has been split into two 
tracks: General and Specialty. On the General track, officers will combine tours in 
subspecialty area with tours as Executive Officer (XO) and Commanding Officer (CO) 
at shore field activities. Two thirds of the GURL officers will follow this track. The 
Specialist track will concentrate solely on a subspecialty area. Selection for this track 
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Figure 6. General URL Officer Professional Development Paths 



will be made by specia' board action, normally at the LCDR level. One third of the 
GURL officers will follow this track. (Ref. 13 : p. 6] Specialists are eligible for all 
department head, officer-in-charge, XO, and CO positions within the specialty field; 
however, they must still be CO or XO screened just like all Naval officers. They will not 
normally be detailed to CO or XO assignments outside their specialty field. |Ref. 5: p. 
7j The subspecialties that have been approved for the specialist track are included in 
Table 3 on page 21. GURL officers who are selected for the specialist track may be 
eligible for later designation as Materiel Professionals (MP) which "offers the 
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opportunity for four star rank" [Ref. 4: p. 2). (The Material Professional program is 
discussed later.) 

The junior officer development of generalists and specialists is similar since both 
are expected to accumulate leadership experience through responsibility for military and 
civilian personnel. The major difference in junior officer career development is that the 
individual who aspires to become a specialist should focus on graduate education and 
subspecialty development much earlier than the generalist. Graduate education is 
important for both tracks. [Ref. 14: p. 4] 



Table 3. GURL SUBSPECIALTIES SELECTED TO SERVE ON THE 
SPECIALIST TRACK 



Subspecialty 


Junior Paygrade 
on Specialist Track 


Naval Joint Intelligence (XX16, XX17) 


LCDR 


Financial Management (XX31) 


LCDR 


Manpower Analysis (XX33) 


LCDR 


Transportation Management (XX35) 


LCDR 


Education and Trainirs (XX37) 


CDR 


Organizational Effectiveness (XX3S) 


LCDR 


Antisubmarine Warfare (XX44) 


LT 


Command and Control (XX45) 


LCDR 


Naval Mechanical Engineering (XX54) 


LCDR 


Underwater Acoustics (XX56) 


LCDR 


Weapons Systems Technology (XX61) 


LCDR 


Chemistrv (XX62) 


LT 


Physics (XX63) 


LT 


Space Operations (XX76) 


LCDR 


Space Engineering (XX77) 


LCDR 


Communications Engineering (XXS1) 


LCDR 


Communication Systems Technology (XX82) 


LCDR 


Computer Science (XX91) 


LCDR 


Computer Systems (XX95) 


LCDR 



C. MATERIEL PROFESSIONAL 

The MP program was developed as a self-sustaining career path for high quality 
naval officers from Commander (0-5) to flag rank to improve the management of 
systems acquisition, logistics, facilities, and technology [Ref. 15: p. 1] The term materiel 
refers to arms, ammunition, and equipment in general. In the Navy's operational world, 
the direction of one's career revolves around a warfare specialty associated with a 
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platform of some type. The acquisition and materiel support world, however, is a 
function of formal education, personal materiel experience and aptitude. The \1P 
community is concerned with a system's entire life cycle and emphasizes identification 
of key individuals responsible for the development, fielding, and support of complex 
systems. [Ref. 16: p. 2] (For more information concerning the MP Program, consult 
SECNAVINST 1040.1 and OPXAVIXST 1040.9.) 
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IV. METHODOLOGY 



A survey was used to determine if there is a negative perception about the 
Communications Subspecialty. A copy of the questionnaire is provided as Appendix 
C. The questionnaire was sent to Naval officers with a subspecialty code in 
Telecommunications Systems Technology (code XX82X). A mailing list and mailing 
labels for this group of officers were obtained from the Naval Military Personnel 
Command (NMPC). The mailing list contained the names of the students currently in 
the Telecommunications Systems Management curriculum at NTS. These students were 
used as a pretest group. 



A. PRETEST 

A draft of the questionnaire was pretested on 22 members of the 
telecommunications curriculum and the curriculum officer. The purpose of the pretest 
was to see if the questionnaire was simple to fill out and that the responses would be in 
a form that could be easily evaluated and correlated. To ensure an adequate number 
of responses, the questionnaire was designed to be quickly and easily completed. The 
communications experience of the group ranged from zero to seven tours in 
communications. The participants were asked to complete the questionnaire and then 
to comment on the questionnaire itself. The pretest pointed out some flaws with the 
questionnaire, which were corrected in the final draft. 



B. MAILING LIST 

Two hundred and fifty questionnaires were mailed. Of that number, 17 were 
returned unopened with no forwarding address, another 17 were inadvertently mailed to 
medical officers with 1082X and 1682X subspecialty codes. A total of 236 
questionnaires of the remaining 416 mailed were completed and returned, for a response 
rate of about 57 percent. It was intended that franked return envelopes (envelopes 
printed with return postage permit on them) be included with the questionnaire, to make 
it easy for officers to respond. The Navy has recently stopped using franked envelopes, 
and started using metered postage for official business. The procedure for metered mail 
is to use plain envelopes with the command's return address stamp, and then to send the 
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command mail facility where it is run through a postage meter for correct postage. Since 
this is a relatively new procedure, not everyone is familiar with it. About one third of 
the responses were returned using the new postage meter system. Another third were 
returned in franked envelopes provided by the respondent's command. The rest were 
returned in the plain envelope provided but with a 22c stamp supplied by the respondent. 
This confusion may have decreased the amount of responses. An explanation should 
have been provided in the cover letter. 

C. QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 

The questionnaire (provided as Appendix C) was designed to gather some 
demographic data as well as opinions of the subjects included in the study. The 
demographic data can be used to see if there is any correlation between these 
characteristics and the opinions of the individuals. The demographic data were provided 
for in the Personal Profile section of the questionnaire. This section requested 
information on rank, designator, sex, subspecialty code(s), and educational background. 

The second part of the questionnaire was the Questions section. The first question 
was actually additional demographic information. It asked the respondent to list all 
communication billets held and to include the billet title, command, and date. The 
remaining questions were written with multiple choice answers. The final choice in each 
question was a general "other" to catch all of the the answers that did not fit one of the 
given choices or it could be used to expound on a particular answer. Multiple choice 
responses were used so that the questionnaire would be completed quickly and easily, 
and to facilitate statistical calculations on the group of responses. 

Questions 2 through 7 deal with career issues and were designed to determine the 
primary sources of information that officers use for guidance in their specialty and 
subspecialty areas. The second question asked for the officer's main source of career 
guidance. This question relates mainly to the specialty or warfare area: 

2. What is your main source of career guidance? (Please select one) 

( ) Senior Officers at command 
( ) Perspective 
( ) Detailer 

( ) Peers with same designator 
( ) Senior officers with same designator 
( ) Other (describe) 
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The purpose of question 3 was to gather some data regarding the Telecommunications 
Systems Management Curriculum at the Naval Postgraduate School and its perceived 
effect on the individual's career: 

3. If you have had a tour(s) in communications, how well did the Telecommunications 
Systems Management course at Naval Postgraduate School prepare you for that 
tour(s)? (Please select one) 

( ) I have not had a tour in communications. 

( ) I did not attend NPS. 

( ) 1 attended another course at NPS. 

( ) The course provided me with the background knowledge I needed for a tour in 
communications. 

( ) The course did not prepare me for a tour in communications. 

( ) Other (specify) 

Question 4 sought the officer's opinion on how the Communications Subspecialty 
has affected his or her career: 

4. In your opinion, how has the Communications Subspecialty effected your career? 

( ) Positively? 

( ) Negatively? (please explain) 

( ) No effect? 

( ) The positive and negative points have balanced out? 

( ) Other (specify) 

To further investigate the individuals feelings concerning the subspecialty, the next 
question asked if the officer thought positively enough about the subspecialty to 
recommend it to others: 

5. What would you say to someone who came to you for advice concerning the 
communications subspecialty today? (We will assume that you would recommend 
that he/she concentrate on his/her warfare specialty.) 

( ) I would recommend the communications subspecialty without hesitation. 

( ) I would not recommend the communications subspecialty, but would encourage 
him'her toward another subspecialty. Specify 

( ) I would not recommend subspecializing at all. 

( ) Other recommendations (please specify) 
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Question 6 refers to the most useful source of information specifically concerning 
the communications subspecialty. It was asked to see where officers with the 
subspecialty find information about the subspecialty: 

6. What, in your opinion, is the best source of information about the Communications 
Subspecialty? (check one and fill in the blank) 

NMPC (specify code/title) 

OPXAV (specify code/title) 

Naval Postgraduate School (specify code/title) 

1 do not know of a good source. 

Officers with the communications subspecialty code. 

Other (specify) 

The next question is actually a series of questions. It is a list of possible changes to 
the communications subspecialty. The respondents are asked to give an opinion on each 
one. The last space is provided for the individual to make other recommendations or to 
comment on the suggestions: 

7. Several suggestions have been made concerning changing the Communications 
Subspecialty. What is your opinion of these suggestions? (circle) 

yes no The subspecialty should be more technically oriented. 

yes no The subspecialty should be more management oriented. 

yes no The subspecialty should be limited to LDO CWO community. 

yes no The subspecialty should be limited to the GURL community. 

yes no The subspecialty should be limited to the URL community. 

Other recommendations (please specify) 

Question 8 asked if the individual would be interested in a possible follow up to the 
questionnaire. 

8. If your would be interested in a possible follow up interview to this questionnaire 
pleas put your name, address, and AUTOVON phone number in the space provided 
below. 

The final question was an open-ended question to solicit any other feelings, 
opinions, and'or recommendations individuals might have concerning the 
communications subspecialty. This final question provides a place for people to 
comment on areas they feel were excluded from the survey, or to give further explanation 
on some of their responses. 
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9. Do you have any additional comments or suggestions concerning the 
telecommunications subspecialty? (Answer in space provided or attach additional 
sheets as needed) 



As mentioned earlier, the questionnaire was designed for easy completion. The 
questions were modified so that they would fit on one sheet of paper. A cover letter was 
attached introducing the author and asking that the questionnaire be completed and 
returned as quickly as possible. 
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V. QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 



A. DATA EVALUATION 

Data from the completed questionnaires were coded and formatted for SPSS, a 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, which is an integrated system of computer 
programs designed for the analysis of social science data. [Ref. 17: p. 1] The type of 



comprehensive automated tool for managing, analyzing, and displaying information. It 
can take data from any type of file and turn them into meaningful information: 
tabulated reports, plots of distribution, and results from a wide variety of statistical 
procedures. SPSS x bri- gs together data management, report writing, and statistical 
analysis in one comprehensive system with a single language. [Ref. 18: p. 1] SPSS X 
generated frequency barcharts, and crosstabulations are used in this chapter. 

The crosstabulation commands were used to display the frequency of responses 
classified by two variables such as an "officer's designator" and "officer's main source 
of career guidance." The pattern of responses can be analyzed with the chi-square test 
of independence. 

The chi-square statistic is used to test the assumption that the two variables are 
unrelated (called in statistical language "independent".) Independence implies that the 
distribution of variable A at any level of variable B is the same as the distribution of 
variable A summed over all levels of variable B. The chi-square statistic is calculated 
by computing the cell frequencies which would be expected if no relationship is present 
between the variables, given the existing row and column totals (marginals). The 
expected cell frequencies are then compared to the actual values found in the table 
according to the formula: (.y c is the actual frequency, and is the expected frequency) 



The greater the discrepancies between the expected and actual frequencies, the larger 
chi-square becomes. If no relationship exists between two variables in the sample under 
study, then any deviations from the expected values which occur in a table based on 
randomly selected sample data are due to chance. While small deviations can be 



SPSS package available was the SPSS*® Information Analysis System which is a 
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reasonably expected due to chance, large deviations, i.e., large values of chi-square, are 
unlikely. Since the actual relationship in the universe is unknown, small values of 
chi-square are interpreted to indicate the absence of a relationship, often referred to as 
statistical independence. Conversely, a large chi-square implies that a systematic 
relationship of some sort exists between the variables. [Ref. 17: pp. 223-224] 

The significance figure provided by the SPSS x package is an expression of the 
probability that the chi-square value was obtained from a sample in which variable A 
and variable B are independent. If the probability is less than 0.05 (or as a percentage: 
5 percent) it is likely that the relationships in the crosstabulations are not due to chance 
but to some kind of dependence between the variables. In statistical language, the 
hypothesis of independence between the two variables is rejected. Therefore, the 
distribution of one variable is likely to change between levels of the other variable. The 
responses to many of the questions are crosstabulated with other variables to see if there 
is a relationship between the answers and demographics. The crosstabulations will be 
provided in figures throughout this chapter. 

B. DEMOGRAPHICS 

The demographic information from the 236 questionnaires that were completed and 
returned shows that a variety of officers responded. The distribution of rank is displayed 
in Figure 7. It was interesting to note that senior officers returned their questionnaires 
more quickly than junior officers. 

The designator distribution shows a wide range of fields. Some of the smaller groups 
were combined with similar designators for the statistical evaluation. The Submarine 
Warfare group (1120) was combined with the Surface Warfare (active 1110 and TAR 
1117) group because all have similar sea shore rotations. All of the respondents in the 
110X, 12XX, 13XX, categories were combined for each designator group. The final 
category included the 61XX respondents and the unknown respondent. (See Figure 8) 

The distribution for sex, subspecialty code and number of communication jobs are 
provided as Figure 9, Figure 10, and Figure 11, respectively. 

Fifty two questionnaires did not have the subspecialty code filled in. The code w T as 
filled in by the researcher based on the following criteria: 

• if the officer attended NPS in the Telecommunications Systems Management 
curriculum, the subspecialty code was assumed to be 82P. 

• if the officer did not have graduate education, but had one or more tours in 
communications billets, then the subspecialty code was assumed to be 82S. 
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CUM 
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Figure 7. Response Distribution by Rank 



C. QUESTION 1 

Approximately .50 percent of the respondents attended the Naval Postgraduate 
School, but not all of them were in the Telecommunications Systems Management 
curriculum. Of that 50 percent, about half (47 percent) did have subspecialty codes 
which indicate graduate education in communications. The distribution is shown in 
Figure 12. 
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VALID CUM 

DESIGNATOR FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 

1100/1105 56 23.7 23.7 23.7 

1110/1117/1120 116 49.2 49.2 72.9 

12XX 5 2. 1 2. 1 75. 0 

13XX 42 17.8 17.8 92.8 

14XX 3 1.3 1.3 94. 1 

1610 11 4.7 4.7 98.7 

OTHER 3 1.3 1. 3 100. 0 

TOTAL 236 100. 0 100. 0 

DESIGNATOR I 

+ 

1100/1105 I 56 I 

+ 

I 

f- 

1110/1117/1120 I 116 I 

+ 

I 

-+ 

12XX II 5 

-+ 
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-+ 
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Figure 8. Distribution by Designator 
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VALID CUM 



SEX 
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PERCENT 


PERCENT 


FEMALE 
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25. 0 


25. 0 
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177 
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75. 0 
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236 


100. 0 


100. 0 
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Figure 9. Response Distribution by Sex 



D. QUESTION 2 

The primary response to Question 2, concerning the officer's main source of career 
guidance was "Senior Officers with the same designator." Approximately 31 percent of 
the officers marked this answer, as shown in Figure 13. 

The data from this question were crosstabulated with the designator data. The 
crosstabulation. Table 4 on page 33, shows a very small significance value and a very 
large chi-square; this indicates that there is a strong relationship between designator and 
an officer's main source of career guidance. The 110X, 11XX, and 12XX communities 
all indicated that their main source of career guidance is "Senior officers with same 
designator", and the 13XX indicated the importance of "Senior officers at their 
command". This tabulation also points out the importance of perspective , the navy 
officers' professional bulletin, to GU RL, which is a relatively small group and who may 
not have access to senior officers with that designator. 

The crosstabulation between source of career guidance and NPS attendance also 
showed a significant relationship between these variables. As shown in Table 5 on page 
36, the portion of officers that attended NPS utilize senior officers with same designator 
for career guidance. The group that did not attend NPS was fairly evenly distributed 
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SUB SPECIALTY 



CODE 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


82F 


9 


3. 8 


82G 


17 


7. 2 


82P 
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20. 8 
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46 
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11. 4 
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Figure 10. Response Distribution by Subspecialty Code 



across four of the responses, but the majority of the people indicated their main source 
of guidance was senior officers with same designator. 

The responses in the "Other" category had the second highest frequency, at 21.6 
percent. The written responses in this section indicated that people rely on combinations 
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Figure 11. Response Distribution by Number of Communications Billets 



. I 
75 



of the resources mentioned, or that the officer relies mainly on his or her desires. For 
example: 

• Personal experience observation of peers and seniors. 
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• Peers with same designator, Senior Officers with same designator, and my own 
intuition. 



Table 4. CROSSTABULATION OF "DESIGNATOR" BY "SOURCE OF 
CAREER GUIDANCE" 



Designator 

COUNT I 

PCT I TOTAL 

I 

Main Source of I 11 IX/ 

Career Guidancel 110X I 1120 I 12XX I 13XX I 14XX I 1610 I Other I 

Senior officersl 61 26 I 01 13 I II 01 01 

at command I 10.7/ I 22.4/ I .0/ I 40.0/ I 33.5/ I .0/ I .0/ I 

+ + + + + + + + 

Perspective I 13 I 81 01 21 01 01 01 23 

I 23.2/ I 6.9/1 .0/ I 4.8/ I .0/1 .0/1 .0/1 

+ + + — --+ + — + — + + 

Detailer I 21 18 I 01 II 01 21 II 24 

I 3.6/ I 15.5/ I .0/ I 2.4/ I .0/ I 18.1/ I 33.5/ I 

+ + + + + + + + 

Peers w/ same I 31 81 01 41 01 31 01 18 

designator I 5.4/ I 7.0/ I .0/ I 9.5/ I .0/ I 27.3/ I .0/ I 

+ + + + + + + + 

Senior officersl 20 I 36 I 41 10 I II 31 01 74 

same designatorl 35.7/ I 31.0/ I 80.0/ I 23.8/ I 33.3/ I 27.3/ I .0/ I 

+ + + + + + + + 

Other I 12 I 20 I II 12 I II 31 21 51 

I 21.4/ I 17.2/ I 20.0/ I 28.6/ I 33.3/ I 27.3/ I 66.5/ I 

+ + + + + + + + 

COLUMN 56 116 5 42 3 11 3 236 

TOTAL 100/ 100/ 100/ 100/ 100/ 100/ 100/ 



CHI-SQUARE 


D.F. 


SIGNIFICANCE 


53.50026 


30 


0.0052 



MIN E.F. 
0.229 



CELLS WITH E . F . < 5 
28 OF 42 (66.7/) 
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Figure 12. Response Distribution of NPS Attandence 



Table 5. CROSSTABULATION OF "SOURCE OF CAREER GUIDANCE" BY 



"NPS ATTENDANCE" 
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MAIN SOURCE OF VALID CUM 



CAREER GUIDANCE 


FREQUENCY 
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PERCENT 


PERCENT 
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Figure 13. Response to Question 2 



E. QUESTION 3 

The next question involved an evaluation of the Telecommunication Systems 
Management curriculum at the Naval Postgraduate School. Excluding everyone who 
either did not attend NPS, enrolled in another curriculum, or who have not had a tour 
in communications, the response was strongly in favor of the Curriculum. As shown in 
Figure 14, 19.1 percent responded that the course provided adequate background for a 
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tour in communications, compared to 6.8 percent who said that the course did not 
prepare them. Approximately 13 percent marked "Other". 

The written comments under "Other" indicated that: 

• The NPS course needs to be more oriented toward military communications. 

• The course work was interesting, but not vital to follow-on jobs. 

• The individual did not go to a communications tour until many years after 
graduation, so the course work was forgotten or outdated. 



F. QUESTION 4 

Question 4 asked for an opinion on how the Communications Subspecialty has 
effected the officer's career. The response was overwhelmingly positive with 45.8 percent 
indicating that the subspecialty had positively effected their career. The results are 
displayed in Figure 15. 

There were also about 28 handwritten additional comments from positive 
respondents. Half of the written comments qualified the positive effect with warnings 
to keep current in the warfare specialty area, and that the Communications Subspccialty 
may not be viewed as career enhancing. Some examples of the written comments are: 

• Extremely satisfying jobs and I would highly recommend it. Personal sense of 
accomplishment counters many of the negative feelings from the other communities 
and senior officers. Super job! I have enjoyed being a communicator but it has 
been detrimental in my community. 

• Overall, positively but you must first stay current in your warfare specialty if you 
are a male officer. For GURL. a strong communications background with NPS is 
the best way to get positive results from educational experience in a career as a 
communications subspecialist. 

The remainder of the comments were primarily expounding on the positive effect. 

• Great manaeemen education, has been useful and valuable in all billets held since 
NPS. 

• Most likely, without two subspecialties, I would not have been selected for CAPT. 
I did not have one of the traditional tickets. 

The responses to this question were crosstabulated with designator. The results, in 
Table 6 on page 40, show that across the board the responses were positive for each 
designator. The 1 1 1 X ' 1 1 20 group, however, was evenly divided between positive effect 
and no effect. 
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How well did TELCOM course at 



NPS prepare you for 
communication job(s)? 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 
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PERCENT 


CUM 

PERCENT 
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Figure 14. Response to Question 3 



Table 7 on page 40 shows the crosstabulation of career effect by number of 
communications jobs the officer has held. The distributions for 0 or 1 communications 
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job was fairly evenly divided between positive and no effect. As the number of 
communications jobs increases the responses become more positive. The significance 
number (0.0358) validates the dependence of the data. 



Table 6. CROSSTABULATION 
"DESIGNATOR" 



OF "EFFECT ON CAREER' 



BY 



COUNT 

PCT 

Career 

Effect 

Positive 
Negative 
No Effect 
Balanced 
Other 



Designator 

I 

I 1100/ 111X/ 

I 1105 I 1120 



COLUMN 

TOTAL 

CHI-SQUARE 



I 35 I 38 
I 62.5/ I 32.7/ 

4 4 — « 

I 1 I 18 
I 1.8/ I 15.6/ 



3 

100 / 



0 

. 0 / 



I 9 I 38 

I 16.1/ I 32.7/ 

4 4 

I 9 I 11 

I 16.1/ I 9.5/ 



I 2 I 11 
I 3.5/ I 9.5/ 

4 4 

56 116 

100 / 100 / 



I 12XX I 13XX I 14XX 

4 4 4 

I 4 1 21 I 

I 80.0/ I 50.0/ I 

4 4 4 

I 0 1 4 1 

1 .0/ I 9.5/ I 

4 4 --4 

I 0 I 11 I 

I .0/ I 26.2/ I 

4 4 4 

I 0 1 6 1 

I .0/ I 14.3/ I 

4 4 4 

I II 0 1 

I 20.0/ I .0/1 

■4 4 4 

5 42 



0 

. 0 / 



0 

0/ 



I 1610 I other 

. + + 

I 5 1 2 

I 45.4/ I 66.5/ 

■4 + 

I 4 I 0 
I 36.4/ I .0/ 

■ 4 4 

III 1 
I 9.1/ I 33.5/ 

. + + 



100 / 



100 / 



D.F. 



SIGNIFICANCE 



100 / 
MIN E.F. 



1 I 
9.1/ I 

4- 

0 I 

.0/ I 

4- 

11 

100/ 



I 

4 

I 
I 

4 

I 
I 

4 

I 
I 

4 

0 I 
.0/ I 
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0 I 
.0/ I 

4 

3 
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100 / 
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27 



60 
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14 
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CELLS HITH E.F.< 5 



43.84793 



24 



0.0079 
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23 of 35 (65.7/) 



Table 7. CROSSTABULATION OF "EFFECT ON CAREER" BY "NUMBER OF 
COMMUNICATIONS JOBS HELD" 



Number of Communications jobs 

COUNT I 
TOT PCT I 
Effect on 

Career I0I1I2I3I4I5I6I 

Positive I 10 I 12 I 24 I 17 I 17 I 14 I 8 I 
IIIIIIII 

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Negative I0I4I5I4I4I5I1 I 
IIIIIIII 

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

No Effect I 8 I 15 I 17 I 11 I 71 21 01 

IIIIIIII 

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

Balanced I1I2I9I7I2I5I1I 
IIIIIIII 

4 + + + 4--- 4 4 4 

Other I0I3I6I2I2I0I0I 
IIIIIIII 
I 0/ I 3/ I .5/ I .8/ I 8/ I .0/ I .0/ I 

+ + + + + + + + 

COLUMN 19 36 61 41 32 26 10 
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52.68891 36 0.0358 0.119 



ROW 
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37 OF 50 ( 74.0/) 
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In your opinion how has 
Communications Subspecialty 
effected your career? 
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Figure 15. Response to Question 4 



G. QUESTION 5 

Continuing with the perceived effect of the subspecialty, question 5 asked if the 
officer would recommend the Communications Subspecialty to someone who came to 
him or her for advice. Once again the response, shown in Figure 16, is overwhelmingly 
positive with 51.3 percent indicating that they would recommend the subspecialty 
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without hesitation. The second most frequent response was "Other" 26.7 percent. The 
comments under "Other" indicated that the individual would recommend the 
Communications Subsprcialty to women (GURL) only, but would not recommend it to 
men (warfare specialists). Some examples: 

• Recommend Communications Subspecialty for women officers in particular, but 
would recommend for men only if their career goal is to become marketable in 
second career. 

• Would wholeheartedly recommend for female officer. For male, would advise them 
to look at promotion percentages before jumping in. 

• I would recommend XPS, then go to sea and stay at sea until CDR. 

There were no crosstabulations with a significance value less than 0.05 for this 
question. 

H. QUESTION 6 

Question 6 was designed to find out the group's opinion concerning the best source 
of information on the Communications Subspecialty. The response indicated that the 
best source of information is the Communications Subspecialists themselves. The 
frequency of this answer was 53.4 percent, and is displayed in Figure 17. 

The next most frequent answer was "I do not know of a good source of information" 
at 26.7 percent. The distribution of responses here are especially interesting: over half 
the officers responding to the questionnaire indicate that the officers themselves are the 
best source of information concerning the Communications Subspecialty; at the same 
time, one-fourth of the respondents indicate that they do not know of a good source of 
information. 

The comments written with "Do not know" responses were: 

• Unfortunately there is no best source. However much of the slating of the key 
communications billets is handled in OPXAV-941C. Maybe a newsletter would 
help. 

• CNO OP-941 [Communications] does not have a community manager within 
NMPC, therefore very little or no community exists. 

• If you know of one, let me know. 

The crosstabulation showed a significance value less than 0.05 for information 
source by rank. The results are shown in Table 8 on page 45. Lieutenants through 
Captain responded that Communications Subspecialtists are the best source of 
information for the subspecialty. The second most frequent response for Lieutenants 
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Figure 16. Response to Question 5 



through Commander indicated that they do not know of a good source of information 
concerning the Communications Subspecialty. 



43 



What is the best source 



of information on the 

Communications Subspecialty? FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


VALID 

PERCENT 


CUM 

PERCENT 


Naval Military Personnel Command 


2 


. 8 


. 8 


. 8 


Office of Chief of Naval Operations 


17 


7. 2 


7. 2 


8. 1 


Naval Postgraduate School 


6 


2. 5 


2. 5 


10. 6 


Do not know 


62 


26. 3 


26. 3 


36. 9 


Officers with communications 


126 


53. 4 


53. 4 


90. 3 


subspecialty 

Other 


23 


9. 7 


9. 7 


100. 0 


TOTAL 


236 


100. 0 


100. 0 
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Figure 17. Response to Question 6 
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Table 8. CROSSTABULATION OF "INFORMATION SOURCE" BY "RANK 



COUNT 
TOT PCT 



Information 

Source 

NMPC 



OPNAV 
NPS 

Do not knoi^r ^ 

Common icationi 
* Subspecial 

{.. 0ther ¥T’^ ( 

( 



Rank 



LT 



LCDR I CDR 



COLUMN 

TOTAL 



I 0 1 II 

I ,on . 9X I 

+ + + - 

I II 3 1 

I 5 , 0 /, I 2 , 6/1 



I 0 1 2 1 

I .OX I 1.7X I 

+ + + - 

I 7 1 37 I 

I 35. OX I 32. 5X I 



I 91 62 I 

I 45. OX I 54. 4X I 

+ + + - 

I 3 1 9 1 

I 15. OX I 7.9X I 

+ + *- 

20 114 

100X 100X 



I 

+- 
1 I 
1.5X I 
+ - 

5 I 
7.5X I 

+ - 

3 I 
4.4X I 

+ - 

13 I 
19. 6X I 

+ - 

38 I 
58. OX I 
+- 

6 I 
9. OX I 

+ - 

66 

100X 



CAPT 



0 

.OX 



I 

- + - 
I 
I 

+ - 

8 I 
25. OX I 

+- 

0 I 
.OX I 

+- 

4 I 
12. 5X I 

*- 

16 I 
50. OX I 

*- 

4 I 
12. 5X I 

*- 

32 

100X 



0 

.ox 



RADM I 

+ 

0 I 
.OX I 

+ 

I 
I 
+ 
I 
I 
+ 
I 
I 
+ 
I 
I 
+ 
I 
I 
« + 



4 

100X 



ROW 

TOTAL 



0 

.OX 



2 

50. OX 



1 

25. OX 



1 

25. OX 



17 



63 



126 



23 



236 



CHI-SQUARE D.F. 

31.47761 20 



SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.< 5 

0.0492 0.034 19 of 30 (63.3X) 



I. QUESTION 7 

The responses to the series of suggestions in question 7 will be discussed separately. 

1. Technical Orientation 

The first item requested an opinion on making the subspecialty more technically 
oriented. The response distribution is displayed in Figure 18. The response for ''yes'' 
was 42.4 percent, compared to 33.1 percent for "no". None of the crosstabulations 
showed a significance of 0.05 or less. But, the crosstabulation of "Technical" by rank. 
Table 9 on page 46, did have a significance figure of 0.0553, which is worth mentioning. 
The ranks of Lieutenant and Commander clearly favored the technical orientation. 
Lieutenant Commanders and Captains were evenly split between two categories. The 
LCDRs were divided between "yes" and "no", and the CAPTs were divided between "no" 
and "no opinion". 
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The subspecialty should be 
more technically oriented. 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


VALID 

PERCENT 


CUM 

PERCENT 


No 

No opinion 
Yes 


78 

58 

100 


33. 1 
24. 6 
42. 4 


33. 1 
24. 6 
42. 4 


33. 1 
57. 6 
100. 0 


TOTAL 


236 


100. 0 


100. 0 
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Figure 18. Response Distribution on "Making the Subspecialty more Technical" 



Table 9. CROSSTABULATION OF "TECHNICAL" BY "RANK" 



Rank 

COUNT I 

EXP VAL I 

TOT PCT I 

More I LT I LCDR I 

Technical + + + - 

I 2 1 46 I 

No I 10.0H 

+ + + - 

I 61 20 I 

No Opinion I 30 . OX I 17. 5X I 

+ + + - 

I 12 I 48 I 

Yes I 60. OX I 42. IX I 

+ + + - 

COLUMN 20 114 

TOTAL • 100X 100X 



CDR I CAPT I 

+ + - 

11 I 
34. 4X I 



18 I 
27. 3X I 

18 I 
27. 3X I 

30 I 
45. 4X I 

+ 

66 

100X 



12 I 
37. 5X I 

+ - 

9 I 
28. IX I 

+ - 

32 

100X 



RADM I 
+ 

1 I 
25. OX I 

+ 

2 I 
50. OX I 

+ 

1 I 
25. OX I 

+ 

4 

100X 



ROW 

TOTAL 



78 



58 



100 



236 



CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.< 5 

15.20537 8 0.0553 0.983 4 of 15 (26.7X) 



46 



2. Management Orientation 

The second item asked for opinion on making the subspecialty more 
management oriented. The response, displayed in Figure 19, was fairly evenly divided 
with 38.1 percent of the responses for "yes", and 35.2 percent for "no." The 
crosstabulations of this item versus rank, and NPS attendance did show significance 
figures below 0.05. The crosstabulation results are provided as Table 10 and Table 11 
on page 49^ # t 

As shdwn in Table 10, Lieutenant's responses were fairly evenly divided 

£ f; 

between "yes"^. no", and "no opinion" with the latter being the most frequent response. 

^Lieutenant Commander's choice was better defined with agreement that the subspecialty 
should be more management oriented. Commanders were also very evenly divided 
across the choices. The most frequent response of Captains was "no opinion". 

The crosstabulation with the NPS attendance data is interesting. Table 11 on 
page 49 shows a very small significance number, which represents dependence between 
the variables. Officers who did not attend NPS feel that the subspecialty should be more 
management-oriented, while the NPS graduates feel just the opposite. 



Table 10. CROSSTABULATION OF "MANAGEMENT" BY "RANK" 



Rank 

COUNT I 

EXP VAl I ROW 

PCT I 

More I LT I LCDR I CDR I CAPT I RADM I 

Management + + + + + + 

I 6 1 45 I 23 I 91 01 83 

No I 30. OX I 39.9X I 34.8X I 28. IX I . OX I 

+ + + + + + 

I 9 1 18 I 19 I 14 I 3 1 63 

No Opinion I 45. OX I 15. 8X I 28. 8X I 43. 8X I 75. OX I 

+ + + + + + 

I 51 51 I 24 I 91 II 90 

Yes I 25. OX I 44. 7X I 36. 4X I 28. IX I 25. OX I 

COLUMN 20 114 66 32 4 236 

TOTAL 100X 100X 100X 100X 100X 



CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE 

20.57719 8 0.0084 



MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.< 5 

1.068 3 of 15 (20. OX) 
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The subspecialty should be 
more management oriented 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


VALID 

PERCENT 


CUM 

PERCENT 


No 


83 


35. 2 


35. 2 


35. 2 


No opinion 
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26. 7 


61. 9 


Yes 


90 
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100. 0 
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Figure 19. Response Distribution on "Making the Subspecialty more Management 
Oriented" 
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Table 11. CROSSTABULATION OF "MANAGEMENT" BY "NPS 



ATTENDANCE" 







NPS 












COUNT 


I 














EXP VAL 


I 










RON 




PCT 


I 










PERCENT 






I 


No 


I 


Yes 


I 






More Management 
















No 


I 


32 


I 


51 


I 


83 






I 


39.0/ 


I 


61.0/ 


I 


100/ 






+ - 














No Opinion 


I 


28 


I 


35 


I 


63 






I 


44.4/ 


I 


36.4/ 


I 


100/ 






+ - 














Yes 


I 


56 


I 


34 


I 


90 






I 


62.0/ 


I 


38.0/ 


I 


100/ 






+ - 














COLUMN 




116 




120 




236 




CHI-SQUARE D.F. 


SIGNIFICANCE 


MIN E.F. 


CELLS WITH E . F . < 5 


10.44016 2 




0.0054 






30.966 


NONE 



3. CWO/LDO 

The next statement asked if the subspecialty should be limited to the 
LDO/CWO communities. The overwhelming opinion is that the subspecialty should not 
be limited to LDO/CWO. The response was 69.5 percent against limiting the Field. The 
results are displayed in Figure 20. 

The crosstabulation with rank, shown in Table 12 on page 50, is significant. 
Lieutenants were fairly evenly divided between the "no" response and "no opinion". 
Lieutenant Commanders, Commanders and Captains responded with a definite "no". 
The Rear Admirals indicated "no opinion". 
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The subspecialty should be 
limited to CWO/LDO community. 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


VALID 

PERCENT 


CUM 

PERCE1 


No 


164 


69. 5 


69. 5 


69. 5 


No opir ion 


58 


24. 6 


24. 6 


94. 1 


Yes 


14 


5. 9 


5. 9 


100. 0 


TOTAL 


236 


100. 0 


100. 0 
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Figure 20. Response Distribution on "Limiting the Subspecialty to LDO/CWO" 
Table 12. CROSSTABULATION OF "RANK" BY "LIMITING TO LDO/CWO' 



Limit to 
LDO/CWO 



COUNT I 
EXP VAL I 
TOT PCT I 
I 

- + - 



Rank 



LT 



No 



No Opinion 



Yes 



COLUMN 

TOTAL 



10 

50.0/ 



I 

- + - 
I 
I 

- + - 
9 I 
45.0/ I 

+ - 

1 I 
5.0/ I 

+ - 

20 

100 / 



LCDR I 

88 I 
77.2/ I 
+ - 

16 I 
14.0/ I 
+ . 

10 I 
8 . 8/1 

+ - 

114 

100 / 



CDR 



I 

+ - 

45 I 
68.2/ I 

+ - 

18 I 
27.3/ I 

+ _ 

3 I 
4.5/1 

+ - 

66 

100 / 



CAPT I 

20 I 
62.5/ I 

+ - 

12 I 
37.5/ I 

+- 

0 I 
.0/ I 

+- 

32 

100 / 



RADM I 

+ 

1 I 
25.0/ I 
+ 

3 I 
75.0/ I 

4 

0 I 

.0/ I 

4 

4 

100 / 



ROW 

TOTAL 



164 



58 



14 



236 



CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.< 5 

22.43282 8 0.0042 0.237 7 OF 15 (46.7/) 
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4. GURL 



The statement concerning limiting the subspecialty to General Unrestricted Line 
(GURL) solicited primarily negative responses. The distribution, Figure 21, is 70.8 
percent for not limiting the subspecialty to this designator. The crosstabulation for 
limiting to GURL by rank had a significance figure of 0.0095, and is provided as 
Table 13 on page 51. Once again, Lieutenants are evenly distributed between "no" and 
"no opinion". Lieutenant Commanders, Commanders, and Captains showed strong 
response in the "no" column. 



Table 13. CROSST/ BULATION OF "LIMITING TO GURL" BY "RANK" 



Rank 

COUNT I 

EXP VAL I ROW 

TOT PCT I TOTAL 

Limit to I LT I LCDR I CDR I CAPT I RADM I 

GURL + + + + + + 

No I 10 I 91 I 45 I 20 I II 167 

I 50. OX I 79. 8X I 68. 2X I 62. 57. I 25. OX I 



No Opinion 


+ - 

I 

I 


+ - 

9 I 
95. 0V. I 


+ - 

17 I 
14. 9X I 


+ - 

19 I 
27. 3X I 


+ - 

12 I 
37. 5X I 


+ 

3 I 
75. OX I 


60 


Yes 


I 

I 


1 I 
5. OX I 


6 I 
5.3X I 


2 I 
4.5X I 


0 1 
.OX I 


0 I 
.OX I 


9 


COLUMN 

TOTAL 




20 

100X 


114 

100X 


66 

100X 


32 

100X 


4 

100X 


236 



CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.< 5 



20.24252 8 0.0095 0.153 7 OF 15 (46. 7X) 



5. URL 

The opinion about limiting the Communications Subspecialty to the 
Unrestricted Line (URL) was also overwhelmingly negative. The distribution, shown in 
Figure 22, indicates that 65.3 percent felt the subspecialty should not be limited to URL. 

The crosstabulation of rank versus "limiting the subspecialty to URL had a 
significance figure less than 0.05. As show'n in Table 14, Lieutenant Commanders and 
Commanders responded with "no", while Lieutenants and Captains were evenly divided 
between "no" and "no opinion." 
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The subspecialty should be 
limited to GURL community. 



VALID 



CUM 



FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 
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70. 8 
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60 
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100. 0 
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Figure 21. 



Response Distribution on "Limiting the Subspecialty to GURL"" 



Table 14. CROSSTABULATION OF "LIMITING TO URL" BY "RANK" 



Limit to 
URL 

No 



COUNT I 
TOT PCT I 
I 

- + - 
I 
I 

+ - 
I 
I 

+ - 
I 
I 

+ - 



Rank 



No Opinion 



Yes 



COLUMN 

TOTAL 



LT 



I 

+ - 

11 I 
4.7X I 



LCDR I 

~5T T 

35. 6X I 



CDR 



O I 
3 . 8X I 



18 

7.6X 



0 I 
.OX I 

+ - 

20 

8.5X 



I 
I 

- + - 
12 X 
5. IX I 

+ - 

114 
48. 3X 



I 

+ - 

41 I 
17. 4X I 

20 I 
8.5X I 

+ - 

5 I 
2. IX I 

+ - 

66 

28. OX 



CAPT 



17 

7.2X 



I 

- + - 
I 
I 

+ - 

13 I 
5.5X I 
+ . 

2 I 
. 8X I 

+ - 

32 

13. 6X 



RADM I 

+ 

1 I 
. 4X I 
+ 

3 I 
1.3X I 

+ 

0 I 
.OX I 
+ 

4 

1.7X 



ROW 

TOTAL 



154 



63 



19 



236 

100. OX 



CHI-SQUARE D.F. 

20.05869 8 



SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.< 5 

0.0101 0.322 5 of 15 (33. 3X) 
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The subspecialty should be 
limited to the URL community. 
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Figure 22. Response Distribution on "Limiting Subspecialty to URL" 



6. Other Comments 

The comments : n the "Other" column generally fell into three categories. First 
the communications subspecialty should not be limited to certain communities, but 
continue to contain a mi>' of backgrounds and specialties. Some examples are: 

• Keep a cross-pollination of communities and get deeply involved in joint 
communications. 

• There should be a proper balance of GURL/URL subspecialists represented to 
ensure we have the operational understanding which 1 don't think you totally get 
with either GURL or LDO. However we need these people to be our "real experts" 
in communications from a more technical sense and also provide that necessary 
continuity and corporate knowledge. 

Second, the subspecialty should be separated into its own designator as a 
restricted line community. Some of the specific comments are: 
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• Due to increasing complexity consideration should be given to creating a separate 
Restricted Line community similar to Intelligence for communications. 

• Perhaps to be more competitive with other services getting the dollars, we should 
have a restricted line communications community--"real experts." 

Third, to improve the perception of the Communications Subspecialty, a 
stronger sense of community is needed. Some of the comments: 

• Needs a champion-a salesman. Admiral Boves (when he was CN'TC) was the last 
senior communicator who championed the cause and made it a worthy 
subspecialty. 

• There is no sense of community among Communications Subspecialists. We need 
some focal point, like a newsletter, magazine, or whatever. Even a list of billets 
would be a start. 

J. QUESTION 9 

The final open-ended question brought a large volume of comments and 
suggestions. Many of the comments are similar to the responses to earlier questions. 
The comments and suggestions have been divided into categories to facilitate evaluation. 
The collection of comments are provided as Appendix F. 

1. Negative Comments 

The comments can be further divided into the following categories. 

a. Importance of Communications 

• Military telecommunications are a scarce national resource and the Navy needs to 
keep the best and brightest in the field in order to satisfy its future needs. 

• Communications is the most important function of command. It is not perceived 
as such by superiors. 

b. Perceived problems with the subspecialty 

• Until the Navy becomes more aware of the need for communications, other than 
at sea, the XX82 subspecialty will continue as a second class citizen. As a LCDR, 
at present, this is not a road to flag. Officers with a communications background 
are looked at favorably by other services; the Navy sees it as one that the officers 
couldn't do anything else so they made him a communications officer. This is not 
the case and should be so recognized. 

• The major problem with this subspecialty is that in order to remain current in the 
field (and to comoare with other services in the joint arena) you must have a 
significant number of repeat tours. As a result, you may miss the 
operational, leadership wickets needed to make CDR or screen for CO'XO; thereby 
failing selection. Not as serious for 1100s because this subspecialty has many 
leadership positions ashore so that the leadership and subspecialty tours can be 
combined. Selection boards however, do not look favorably at the warfare 
specialist in the same situation. Consequently, we have very few senior 1 1 1X/13XX 
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communications subspecialists. Guidance must be part of the selection board 
precept. 



c. Need for a stronger community 

• The problem with our community is IMAGE! Both external and internal. 

• There is really no one who looks out for the subspecialty. 

• Needs better definition, and jobs need to be better identified. 

Many of these comments are similar to those already mentioned, and 
more will be discussed in later sections. 

2. Unrestricted Line 

The comments in this section urge the warfare specialist to keep current in his 
or her warfare specialty area. Some examples are: 

• Make warfare specialty hurdles on time; otherwise you are not even in the running. 

• One can't allow himself to get imbedded too deeply in the communications groove 
or he will lose out professionally. ?vlust fight to get those operational tours. 

• Must not rely on subspecialty to maintain competitive with peers. Must excel in 
primary warfare specialty. Major commands ashore (communications billets) are 
not as good as sea billets. COs of the Communications Area Master Stations have 
not done well in flag selections. 

3. Positive Comments 

The positive comments strongly recommend communications as an interesting 
and rewarding career. Some comments: 

• Communications was the most cohesive of the subspecialties during my time and 
provided me, and many others, excellent opportunities ashore and at sea. 1 was 
strongly advised by the line community to stay out of communications because it 
was regarded as a career killer. Not so! (CAPT, 1105) 

• The good hardworking career minded individual will find a very rewarding career 
in Naval Telecommunications. The warfare type cannot lose. The LDO CWO has 
an open field for advancement and command. The GURL have the best of all 
fields; earlv division officer, department head, OIC, and then command. (RADM, 

1110) 

4. Suggestions for NPS 

There were about 10 comments relevant to improving the Telecommunications 
Systems Management curriculum at the N’aVal Postgraduate School. Some of the 
comments were: 

• I would like to see the NPS curriculum be better tailored towards our subspecialty. 
When I graduated from the 620 curriculum in March 1984, it wasn't even close! 
We need~a senior representative at NMPC, I think that we could talk with and 
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maybe a newsletter or something to give us a vehicle to converse. As it stands, I'd 
say it's anybody's guess where we are going, etc. 

• It needs to incorporate more about the services' operational communications 
practices, policies, procedures, and capacities. The course is great for becoming a 
program manager or a corporate telecommunications systems manager, but for 
military communications operations, it is very lacking. 

5. Training 

These comments bring out concerns over the way the communications 
subspecialty should be heading in the future, specifically in the areas of computers and 
new technology. The following comments are germane: 

• Too big a field to be an expert in all the telecommunications field. With the 
Goldwater-Xichols Reorganization Act and present trends, more emphasis should 
be placed on Joint Interoperability with reference to Telecommunications and 
equipment to stay ahead of other services. 

• I believe a closer relationship is needed between computer systems and 
telecommunications. 

• Automated Data Processing(ADP) and communications should be combined or at 
the very least we need more people well versed in computer applications in the 
communications field. 

6. Need Own Community 

One suggestion that keeps cropping up is the suggestion for communications to 
become its own restricted line community. The reason is twofold. First there is the 
"catch 22" of keeping current in communications, which is a complex and technical field, 
and keeping current in the warfare specialty area, which is also extremely complex and 
technical, not to mention highly competitive. Secondly, is the issue of promotability. 
The comments submitted by the respondents include: 

• Strongly recommend the communications community become their own designator 
and community. Communicators always take the back seat to warfare specialists, 
and are hurt in the promotion cycle by other more prestigious billets. Every 
communicator should get a warfare specialty and then consciously shift 'select 
communications just as EDO, Intelligence, etc. 

• If we take the communicator out of the URL, he'she would compete for promotion 
entirely against other communicators. The professionalism necessary to be a good 
communicator is not well understood by non-communicators. We need to be more 
technically oriented also. A restricted line community would achieve this. 

7. Need for Information 

Many of these comments are similar to the ones made in Question 6. A couple 
of examples are provided below. 



56 



• Professional reading in the field is limited, additional emphasis to overall 
subspecialty career information. 

• Affiliate with AFCEA (Armed Forces Communications and Electronics 
Association). When time for orders comes personally contact detailers, 
communications placement officer, and OP-941 regarding assignments available. 

8. Community Utilization 

These comments are germane to Question 7. They relate to proposed changes 
in the subspecialty, such as limiting it to certain designators. Some examples are: 

• If you limit the subspecialty to LDO CWO and GURL, as is the current trend, the 
field will suffer, in my opinion. Expertise from all segments, warfare specialists, and 
others, is necessary to sustain a well rounded, viable community. 

• The health of the so called communications community is not good. There have 
been recent suggestions from Commander, Naval Telecommunications 
Command-not publicized-about limiting the community to GURL only. Why? 
Because no one else is getting promoted from command billets. 

Many of the comments brought out valid points and suggestions that are 
discussed in the following chapter. 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



This thesis sought to find out how officers with the Telecommunications Systems 
Management Subspecialty code felt about the subspecialty. There are four major 
findings. 

A. MAJOR FINDINGS 
1. Perception 

a. Conclusion 

The results of the survey are clear. Overwhelmingly, the majority of officers 
who responded to the questionnaire have positive feelings about the subspecialty. Many 
people expressed strong positive feelings about the field, and took the extra time and 
effort to express opinions, share experiences, and make recommendations. But there 
were some negative comments as well, many by officers who indicated that the 
subspecialty had a positive effect on their careers. 

The expected response was that the subspecialty would be perceived by 
officers as having a negative impact on their career, especially for officers with a warfare 
specialty. In reading the written responses it becomes clear that the perceived positive 
effect may relate more to high job satisfaction than to career promotions. The large 
amount of responses indicates a strong interest in the Communications Subspecialty. 
Many of the written comments indicated high job satisfaction and that the training will 
significantly contribute to a second career after retirement or resignation. 

b. Recommendation 

Much was learned by conducting this research, including how the 
questionnaire could have been improved to gather more specific information. For 
example, if the questions had been worded differently, more information could have been 
gained concerning the perception of the officers with the subspecialty. Specifically, a 
question should ask if the Communications Subspecialty has interfered with promotion. 
Other questions could address job satisfaction, how communications jobs are perceived 
by officers who are not in the field, and could solicit opinions on making the 
Communications Subspecialty its own designator. 
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2. Demographics 

a. Conclusions 

The positive feelings of the officers prevailed across demographic lines. 
There were no significant difference in response related to sex, designator, rank, or 
between those that attended the Naval Postgraduate School and those that did not. This 
was surprising, considering the different demands made on each designator and the 
experience differences that exist across the ranks. The senior officers did return their 
questionnaires more quickly, possibly indicating a stronger interest in sharing their 
opinions and recommendations. The response was strong and positive across all ranks 
and designators. 

b. Recommendation 

If this study were repeated with a more specifically worded questionnaire, 
demographic informatf n should be part of the research. There were no important 
differences in the responses to the questions in this research, but that in itself is notable. 

3. Career Guidance 
a. Conclusions 

The main area of concern among officers surveyed here is the need for more 
career guidance. The majority of respondents indicated that Communications 
Subspecialists themselves are the best source of career guidance. In addition, half of that 
number stated that they did not know of a good source of career guidance for the 
Communications Subspecialist. 

The best source of career information for each individual is supposed to be 
the detailer. But the detailer can only be expected to counsel in the area of the warfare 
specialty or designator. There are too many subspecialties for each detailer to be able 
to give career advice concerning each one. The Subspecialty Branch at the Naval 
Military Personnel Command (NMPC-440) handles all of the subspecialties. 
NM PC-440 has to approve all orders for officers with a subspecialty code. But they, 
also, have too many subspecialties to be expert enough in each one to be able to give 
out specific career guidance. 

Each subspecialty has a sponsor or primary consultant. For the 

Communications Subspecialties this is the Director, Naval Communications Division 
(OP-941), Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Washington DC. Primarily, that 
office identifies the billets requiring officers with the subspecialty, works with the Naval 
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